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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Jose Martines and Jesus Lizzagarro appeal from their convictions

of conspiracy to distribute and possess with intent to distribute
methamphetamine and cocaine, 21 U.S.C. § 846 (1994), and aiding
and abetting possession with intent to distribute methamphetamine
and cocaine, 18 U.S.C. § 2 (1994), 21 U.S.C.§ 841(a)(1)(1994) for
which they were sentenced to 262 months and 188 months imprison-
ment, respectively. The Appellants contend that the district court
erred in denying their motion in limine to preclude the anticipated
trial testimony of three prosecution withesses who had been promised
immunity and lenient sentencing in exchange for their testimony.
Finding this claim to be without merit, we affirm.

In April 1988, afedera grand jury returned athree-count indict-
ment against the Appellants after a search of their residence revealed
alarge quantity of methamphetamine and cocaine. Prior to the start

of their tria, the Appellants filed a motion in limine to preclude the
government from introducing or relying on the testimony of three
cooperating witnesses. The basis of their motion was that, pursuant to
the terms of their plea agreements, the witnesses received something
of value in exchange for their testimony and that, therefore, their plea
agreements violated 18 U.S.C. § 201(c)(2) (1994). Following an evi-
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dentiary hearing, the district court denied their motion, finding that
(1) the government had made no promise of a substantial assistance
motion to any of the three witnesses, and (2) use immunity did not
constitute something of value as contemplated by§ 201(c)(2).

Section 201(c)(2) prohibits offering anything of value to awitness

in exchange for testimony. Every circuit that has addressed the Appel-
lants argument has rejected it. See United Statesv. Singleton,
F.3d __, 1999 WL 6469 (10th Cir. Jan. 8, 1999) (No. 97-3178) (en
banc); United Statesv. Haese, 162 F.3d 359, 366 (5th Cir. 1998);
United Statesv. Ware, 161 F.3d 414, 418-25 (6th Cir. 1998) (detailed
discussion). Accordingly, we find that the district court did not abuse
its discretion by admitting the testimony of the government's cooper-
ating witnesses. Therefore, we affirm the convictions. We dispense
with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are ade-
quately presented in the materials before the court and argument
would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



